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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
HAGMEIER et al. (6,606,528) in view of RAPPOPORT (6,614,430). 

As per claim 1, and similar claims 21, 24, Hagmeier teaches the claimed "method 
of representing a plurality of entities as real object vector representations" comprising 
the steps of: (a) obtaining a data file (Hagmeier, column 7, lines 10-20); (b) for each 
entity in the drawing, identifying at least one vector graphic within the data file 
(Hagmeier, column 7, lines 35-41); (c) creating a computer-storable object that is 
comprised of the identified at least one vector graphic (Hagmeier, column 8, lines 1-8); 
and (d) attaching metadata to the computer-storable object (Hagmeier, column 8, lines 
33-42). It is noted that Hagmeier does not teach that the data file is a drawing. 
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Rappoport teaches that the CAD data file can be a drawing (Rappoport, column 16, 
Table 1 ) in which the objects is approximated by the parameter functions representing 
the objects. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made, in view of the teaching of Rappoport, to configure 
Hagmeier's method as claimed because the approximation of a 3D object in a drawing 
by a set of parameter functions representing the outlines or boundaries of object has 
been widely known in the computer graphic art. 

Claim 2 adds into claim 1 "the drawing is a raster image and step (a) additionally 
comprises the step of: (i) converting the raster image into a vector-based image" which 
Rapport teaches in Table 1 , 2D drawings. Thus, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made, in view of the 
teaching of Rappoport, to configure Hagmeier's method as claimed because the 
approximation of a 3D object in a drawing by a set of parameter functions representing 
the outlines or boundaries of object has been widely known in the computer graphic art. 

Claim 3 adds into claim 2 "creating a vector-based image corresponding to the 
raster image using a vector graphics editor" which Hagmeier suggests in column 7, lines 
10-41. 

Claim 4 adds into claim 2 "the drawing is a raster image and step (a)(i) comprises 
creating a vector-based image corresponding to the raster image through an auto- 
tracing application" which Rapport teaches in Table 1, 2D drawings. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
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made, in view of the teaching of Rappoport, to configure Hagmeier's method as claimed 
because the approximation of a 3D object in a drawing by a set of parameter functions 
representing the outlines or boundaries of object has been widely known in the 
computer graphic art. 

Claim 5 adds into claim 1 "the drawing is a paper drawing, and step (a) 
comprises: (i) scanning the drawing creating a raster image; and (ii) converting the 
raster image into a vector-based image" which Rapport teaches in Table 1 , 2D 
drawings, conceptual drawings. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made, in view of the teaching of 
Rappoport, to configure Hagmeier's method as claimed because the approximation of a 
3D object in a drawing by a set of parameter functions representing the outlines or 
boundaries of object has been widely known in the computer graphic art. 

Claim 6 adds into claim 5 "creating a vector-based image corresponding to the 
raster image using a vector graphics editor" which Hagmeier suggests in column 7, lines 
10-41. 

Claim 7 adds into claim 5 "creating a vector-based image corresponding to the 
raster image through an auto-tracing application" which Hagmeier suggests in column 7, 
lines 10-41; and Rappoport, in Table 1, Detail Geometry. 

Claim 8 adds into claim 1 "drawing is a CAD format file and step (a) additionally 
comprises the step of converting the CAD format file into a format that can be viewed in 
a graphics editor" which Rapport teaches in figure 1B. 

Claim 9 adds into claim 8 "the format that can be viewed in a graphics editor is 
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selected from the group consisting of DWG, CDR, WMF and FLA" which Hagmeier 
suggests in column 1, lines 45-48, and Happoport in column 12, lines 45-54. 

Claim 10 adds into claim 1 "selecting at least one graphic vector in an 
application" which Hagmeier teaches in B-Spline Analysis (column 6, lines 19-41). 

Claim 11 adds into claim 10 "a user using the application selects individual 
graphic vectors using a pen and tablet interface" which Happoport teaches in the sketch 
drawings, table 1 . 

Claim 12 adds into claim 10 "the application automatically selects graphic vectors 
upon a user selecting contiguous graphic vectors" which Hagmeier teaches in column 9, 
lines 28-61. 

Claim 13 adds into claim 1, and similar claims 22, 25, "the computer-storable 
object is a Macromedia Flash symbol" which would have been obvious because any 
well known type of object can be used such as a Macromedia Flash Symbol 

Claim 14 adds into claim 1 "generating at least one script and attaching the at 
least one script to the computer-storable object" which Hahmeier teaches in column 10, 
lines 10-33. 

Claim 15 adds into claim 14 "said at least one script causes the computer- 
storable object to highlight vector graphics when viewed in a viewing application upon a 
predetermined event" which would have been obvious because the user can program to 
highlight any region of interest. 

Claim 16 adds into claim 15 "said predetermined event is selected from the group 
consisting of a mouse click on the object in the viewing application and a mouse rollover 
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on the object in the viewing application" which Hagmeier suggests in the user interface 
(column 7, lines 9-41). 

Claim 17 adds into claim 14, and similar claims 23, 26, "said at least one script 
causes the computer-storable object to link to an external database or application upon 
a predetermined event" which would have been obvious because Hagmeier input data 
files can come from an external database. 

Claim 18 adds into claim 17 "said predetermined event is selected from the group 
consisting of a mouse click on the object in the viewing application and a mouse rollover 
on the object in the viewing application" which Hagmeier suggests in the user interface 
(column 7, lines 9-41). 

Claim 19 adds into claim 1 "said computer-storable object is stored in a scalable 
vector graphics format file" which would have been obvious because Hagmeier data file 
can be any well known type of data base such as a scalable vector graphics format file. 

Claim 20 adds into claim 19 "said scalable vector graphics format is selected 
from the group consisting of SVG and SWF" which Hagmeier suggests in column 1 , 
lines 45-48, and Happoport in column 12, lines 45-54. 

As per claim 27, Hagmeier teaches the claimed "method of viewing a parts 
diagram" comprising the steps of: (a) obtaining a data file (Hagmeier, column 7, lines 
10-20); (b) for each entity in the drawing, identifying at least one vector graphic within 
the data file (Hagmeier, column 7, lines 35-41); (c) creating a computer-storable object 
that is comprised of the identified at least one vector graphic (Hagmeier, column 8, lines 
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1-8); and (d) attaching metadata to the computer-storable object (Hagmeier, column 8, 
lines 33-42). It is noted that Hagmeier does not teach that the data file is a drawing. 
Rappoport teaches that the CAD data file can be a drawing (Rappoport, column 16, 
Table 1) in which the objects is approximated by the parameter functions representing 
the objects. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made, in view of the teaching of Rappoport, to configure 
Hagmeier's method as claimed because the approximation of a 3D object in a drawing 
by a set of parameter functions representing the outlines or boundaries of object has 
been widely known in the computer graphic art. 

Claims 27-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MAZUMDER (6,580,959). 

As per claim 27, Mazumder teaches the claimed "Remote system, wherein every 
part in the parts diagram is stored as a separate object, and every part is linked to 
information stored in an external application that is specific to that part" (Mazumder, 
figure 2), such that "a predefined event will cause information specific to that part to be 
displayed with the part in the web browser" (Mazumder, column 3, lines 40-55). It 
would have been obvious that Mazumder's remote system is a web broeser because 
Mazumder Internet can be used to brow all the webpages connected to the network. 

Claim 28 adds into claim 27 "each part is stored in an SVG format file" which 
would have been obvious because Mazumder's CAD format can be any well known 
format such as an SVG format file. 
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Claim 29 adds into claim 27 "said part-specific information is selected from the group 
consisting of price, availability and location" which would have been obvious because 
Mazumder location of local manufacture site (column 3, Iines3-18) suggests the location 
and availability of the goods. 

As per claim 30, Mazumder teaches the claimed "method of viewing a parts 
diagram in an application on a remote device" (Mazumder, figure 2), such that "every 
part in the parts diagram is stored as a separate object, and every part is linked to 
information stored in at least one external application that is specific to that part, such 
that a predefined user interaction event will cause information specific to that part to be 
displayed with the part in the remote device applicationr" (Mazumder, column 3, lines 
40-55). It would have been obvious that Mazumder's remote system is a mobile device 
because Mazumder remote device can be used to connect to the network of the mobile 
devices. 

Claim 31 adds into claim 30 "each part is stored in an SVG format file" which 
would have been obvious because Mazumder's CAD format can be any well known 
format such as an SVG format file. 

Claim 32 adds into claim 30 "said part-specific information is selected from the 
group consisting of price, availability and location" which would have been obvious 
because Mazumder location of local manufacture site (column 3, Iines3-18) suggests 
the location and availability of the goods.. 

Claim 33 adds into claim 30 "said mobile device is selected from the group 



Application/Control Number: 09/985,902 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2671 

consisting of a handheld computer, a pocket computer and a personal data assistant" 
which would have been obvious because Mazumder remote device can be used to 
connect to the network of the handheld computer, a pocket computer and a personal 
data assistant. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phu K. Nguyen whose telephone number is (703)305 - 
9796. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 703-872-9306. Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or 
Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Phu K. Nguyen 
February 23, 2004 



